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FOREWORD

The research described in this report. was performed by the Human Resources
Research Organization as part of the Work Unit ESPRIT, Development of Methods for
Improving Soldier Adjustment to the Army. The objective of the Work Unit is to dev.;lop
measuring instruments for determining the sources of low motivation and attitude
deterioration among enlisted men, and to adapt and evaluate methods for increasing
motivation and preventing attitude deterioration. This report contains the results of a
study to determine what factors can be used to predict which enlisted men will go
AWOL.

The research was conducted at HumRRO Division No 2; Fort Knox, Kentucky,
where Dr. Donald F. Haggard is the Director. Personnel of the U.S. Army Armor Human
Research Unit provided military support for this effort. LTC Willis G. Pratt is Chief of
the Unit.

HurnRRO Research for the Department of the Army is conducted under con.
tract DAHC 19-73-C-00041. Army Training Research is conducted under Army Project
2Q062107A'745.

Meredith P. Crawford
President

Human Resources Research Organization



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

PROBLEM

Recent Army statistics show an increase in the number of soldiers v,ho
during their military service. To reduce the AWOL rate, the Arm-i could reject recruits
most likely to go AWOL or could give them special attention designed to reduce AWOL
likelihood, but either solution requires that the soldiers who will go AWOL be identified
in advance. Previous attempts to develop methods for predicting who will go AWOL have
been unsuccessful.

To develop an effective predictive technique, the factors that cause soldiers to go
AWOL must first be identified. Once identified, they can be used istical !Omuta
that would combine the information from different sources to predict AWOL. The
purpose of the present study is to identify the factors that cause soldiers to go AWOL. A
second research project under Work Unit ESPRIT is being conducted concurrently to
evaluate the effectiveness of multiple discriminant function analysis as a statistical
technique for combining this information in order to make AWOL predictions.

The factors that were studied to determine their effects on AWOL are personality,
attitude toward the Army, career orientation, age, years of education, intelligence,
aptitude, race, Army component, and physical status.

The ability of these factors to predict Military Skills scores and Leadership Potential
ratings also was assessed.

APPROACH

The subjects were 2,072 enlisted men assigned to the United States Training Center,
Armor, for basic combat training. Each man completed five scales Zrom the California
Psychological Inventory (CPI) and the TA-III Questionnaire, an attitude scale measuring
favorability of attitudes toward the Army. Other information for each subject was
obtained from personnel records.

AWOL information was obtained for each subject during basic combat training from
unit morning reports. After 90 days of initial duty assignment, the information was
obtained by inserting suspense actions in Military Personnel Record Jackets; the officers
or NCOs who normally prepare and review evaluation ratings were asked to use a special
form to report whether a subject was AWOL, and to rate each subject on military skills
and leadership potential.

Subjects were classified as being either AWOL or Non-AWOL during basic cornbat
training and again during initial duty assignment. AWOL and Non-AWOL subjects were
compared to determine the relationship between each factor and the tendency to go
AWOL. Separate analyses were performed for 17- and 18-year-old soldiers and for soldiers
19 years of age and older during basic combat training.

RESULTS

During both basic combat training and initial duty assignment, AWOL and Non-
AWOL subjects were found to differ in theh scores on the five personality scales. At
both times, the Non-AWOL subjects had the more socially desirable personality traits.



AWOL and Non-AWOL subjects did not differ in their attitudes toward the Army,
either during basic combat training or during initial duty assignment. No differences were
found between the two groups in career orientation except for soldiers 19 years of age
and older; during basic combat training, those who planned to make the Army their
career had a greater tendency to go AWOL.

Among 17- and 18-year-old soldiers in basic combat training, those who were AWOL
were found to be younger than those who were not AWOL. During initial duty
assignment, AWOL soldiers were also younger than Non-AWOL soldiers,

During both basic combat training and initial duty assignment, AWOL soldiers were
found to have less education, lower intelligence, lower mechanical aptitude, and lower
clerical aptitude than Non-AWOL soldiers.

Neither race nor physical status was found to be related to AWOL, However, RA
personnel had a greater tendency to go AWOL than US personnel.

Education, aptitude, intelligence, age, and the Responsibility scale from the CPI
were found to correlate highest among the factors with Military Skills ratings. Race,
component, and the four remaining personality scales showed a small correlation with
these ratings, while attitude toward the Army, career orientation, and physical status
were unrelated to military skills.

Subjects with the greatest leadership potential were found to have more socially
desirable personality traits than those with low ratings. Those with high ratings: were also
found to be older, better educated, and more intelligent, and to have higher aptitude
scores.

CONCLUSIONS

(1) The results of this study suggest that personality is an important determinant of
AWOL. Thus, future techniques designed to predict which soldiers will go AWOL should
take personality traits into account.

(2) Attitude toward the Army is not an important factor in determining which
soldiers will go AWOL.

(3) Soldiers planning to make the Army their career appear more likely to go
AWOL. Among 19-year-old and older soldiers, more of those who were oriented toward
an Army career werc AWOL than those not oriented toward an Army career; also, RA
personnel were more likely to go AWOL than US personnel. Thus, an increase in the
AWOL rate may occur as a result of having a volunteer Army.

(4) Soldiers who enter the Army at their 17th birthday are much more likely to go
AWOL during basic combat training than soldiers who enter at other ages. During initial
unit assignment, younger soldiers generally are more apt to go AWOL than older soldiers.

(5) Soldiers who go AWOL have less education, lower intelligence, and less mechani-
cal and clerical aptitude than soldiers who do not go AWOL.

(6) Race is not an important factor' in .determining who will go AWOL.
(7) The same factors appear to cause both younger and older soldiers to go AWOL.
(8) The same factors that cause soldiers to go AWOL also influence acquisition of

military skills and leadership potential.

vi
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INTRODUCTION

According to recent Army statistics, there has been a substantial increase in
AWOL rate over the last few years (1). In 1967, 78 out of every 1,000 soldiers we
AWOL: The rate has increased during each subsequent year By 1971, the rate had _Inc

than doubled; 177 out of every 1,000 soldiers went AWOL during 1971.
High AWOL rates can have negative consequences for the Army in terms of be

lost manpower and reduced morale. Not only are personnel who are absent from a
unable to perform the tasks or duties to which they are assigned, but their absence oft
interferes with the performance of those tasks to which their replacements had initia
been assigned. In addition, manpower is lost when personnel are needed to prop
AWOL reports, to prosecute soldiers who have been AWOL, and to administer whate%
punitive measures are assigned. A high AWOL rate is also likely to have a detrimen
effect on the morale of other soldiers, further reducing the performance efficiency
soldiers who have not gone AWOL.

One possible solution to the AWOL problem would be the rejection of recruits w,
would be most likely to go AWOL during their military service. Assuming that t
manpower source is large enough to supply the required number of soldiers, those me
likely to go AWOL need not be accepted into the Army. Another possible solution wou
require that the soldiers most likely to go AWOL be given special treatment by the Arm
to reduce the likelihood that they would, in fact, go AWOL. For example, spec
counselors could be assigned to these people to help them with personal problems or
adjusting to the demands of Army life.

While either approach could theoretically solve the Army's AWOL problem, tl-e
both require a means for identifying AWOL soldiers in advance. Unfortunately, previo
attempts to develop techniques for predicting which soldiers would go AWOL have be.
relatively unsuccessful. For example, the Army Behavioral Science Research Laborato:
(BESRL) conducted a study (2) in which three delinquency scales from the Person
Opinion Study and a scale developed from BESRL's Personal History Form, the Overs
Acceptability Scale, were administered to a sample of basic trainees. The scales we
examined for their ability to predict delinquency by comparing the responses made E
nondelinquents to those made by soldiers who had later violated military law. The resul
showed that the scales could not efficiently differentiate between the men in these tm.
groups. Consequently, it was concluded that none of these instruments would be usefi
for predicting which soldiers would commit disciplinary offenses.

Earlier, the U.S. Naval Retraining Command (, 4, 5, 6, 7) evaluated an instrumer
developed from personality tests, the Delinquency Potential (DP) scale. This scale WE
formulated from items selected from the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventor
(MMPI) and the California Psychological Inventory (CPI). To develop the DP Scale, 47
items from the two personality tests were administered to 20,000 men. The 119 items t.
which delinquents and nondelinquents responded most differently were selected to b
included in the scale. In the study by Gunderson, Ballard, and Huge (6), it was fowl
that 51% of all delinquents could be identified, but 25% of the nondelinquents woul
have been incorrectly identified as delinquents. Thus, although the DP Scale did differer
tiate between delinquents and nondelinquents, it did not differentiate well enough to b
useful for prediction purposes. Because there were many more subjects in the nor
delinquent sample than in the delinquent sample, the number of nondelinquents whi



would have been misclassified through use of the scale would have been far greater than
the number of delinquents who would have been correctly classified.

In another study of delinquency, Datel (Bj administered the Socialization scale of
the CPI to 762 inductees and 303 stockade prisoners at Fort Ord. It was found that
inductees and stockade prisoners tended to differ in their responses. One-third of the
stockade prisoners could have been correctly identified by the scale, but 1% of the
inductees would have been incorrectly identified as prisoners. Because the number of
recruits in the Army is far greater than the number of stockade prisoners, misclassific-
ation of 1% of the inductees would have caused a very large number of nondelinquents
to be misclassified as probable delinquents.

Thus, previous attempts to develop a scale for predicting which soldiers would
commit delinquent acts have been unsuccessful. While many successful predictions of
delinquency can be made using these scales, they can be made only at a high cost since,
for each delinquent correctly identified, an even greater number of nondelinquents would
be incorrectly identified. If soldiers were obtained from an unlimited source of man-
power, erroneous classification might be tolerated. However, when soldiers must be
obtained from a limited manpower source, erroneous classification leads to the loss of
too many successful soldiers to be practical. With the probable termination of the draft,
it can be assumed that the manpower source will be quite limited in the future. If
potential delinquents are to be prohibited from military service, it first will be necessary
to develop better techniques for predicting delinquency.

One problem in developing an instrument to predict who will go AWOL is the fact
that there are many underlying factors that cause soldiers to go AWOL. Any attempt to
predict which soldiers will go AWOL by using a measure of only one factor would,
therefore, almost certainly fail. A two-step approach is thus needed to develop an
instrument capable of predicting AWOL. The first step would be to identify factors that
cause soldiers to go AWOL, and the second would be to combine these factors into a
single predictive instrument that would allow a statistical technique to be used for
making the predictions. The statistical technique would have to take into account all the
information provided by these factors.

Many of the factors that cause military personnel to go AWOL have already been
identified. A study by the U.S. Navy Neuropsychiatric. Unit , found that factors that
predicted adjustment to the marines included years of education, history of school
repulsion, and age at enlistment. Among those factors found by Stouffer and Unless (10)
to discriminate between delinquents and nondelinquents in the Navy were type of home
life, number of health complaints, and history of civilian delinquency. In an earlier study
of military delinquency by HumRRO (11), such factors as socioeconomic status, home
background, pre-Army delinquency, and aggressiveness were found to be important.

One purpose of the present study is to attempt to identify additional factors that
may be related to AWOL in the Army and to verify the importance of factors previously
identified in other research. Simultaneously, an attempt is being made under Work Unit
ESPRIT to assess the adequacy of multiple discriminant function analysis as a technique
to combine known factors in a predictive formula.

In predicting which soldiers go AWOL, it is possible that the causes of AWOL during
basic combat training are different from the causes following basic combat training.
During basic training, soldiers have less unsupervised time than they will have later in
their military careers. Therefore, it is likely that a soldier who goes AWOL during basic
training will have to be more deliberate in his plans to go AWOL than soldiers in other
phases of their military service. Once a soldier is permanently assigned to a regular unit,
he has considerable time without supervision and spends a great deal of time off post. It
is easier for a soldier in this situation to go AWOL than one who is still in basic training.
Consequently, the factors that cause a soldier to go AWOL during basic training are likely



to be somewhat different than the factors following training. One purpose of the present
study is to determine whether the factors that differentiate between AWOL and non-
AWOL soldiers during basic training differ from those that differentiate between AWOL
and Non-AWOL soldiers during regular duty assignments.

Another major purpose of this study is to explore the potential use of personality
tests for predicting which soldiers will go AWOL. It is probable that some aspect of a
soldier's personality may increase the likelihood that he will go AWOL. For example,
some soldiers may go AWOL as a reaction to stress; because of an inability to tolerate
stress, they may try to escape what is to them a stress-producing situation. On the other
hand, some soldiers may have a high tolerance for stress and may not go AWOL even if
they find the Army to be stressful. To the extent that personality tests can measure such
factors as tolerance for stress, it would be possible to use them as sources of information
for predicting which soldiers will go AWOL.

Previous studies have already found that delinquents and nondelinquents respond
differently, on the average, to scales from the California Psychological Inventory. Studies
by Gough and Peterson (12) and by Peterson, Quay, and Anderson (13) have shown that
the CPI can discriminate between delinquents and nondelinquents. The Socialization scale
of the CPI has been found especially successful in making such discriminations. For
example, in the previously mentioned study by Datel (8), the Socialization scale was
found to discriminate between stockade prisoners and inductees who were not confined
to the stockade.

Attitude toward the Army is another factor that will be explored as a possible
factor causing soldiers to go AWOLsoldiers who have unfavorable attitudes toward the
Army may be more likely to go AWOL than soldiers who have favorable attitudes. The
influence of career orientation will also be examinedit is expected that soldiers who
plan to make the Army their career will be less likely to go AWOL than soldiers who do
not plan to make the Army their career. Other factors to be studied are intelligence,
personal aptitude, age, race, amount of education, military component, and physical
status.

It is also a purpose of the present study to explore the possibility that these same
sources of information can be used to predict which soldiers would most successfully
acquire necessary military skills, and to predict which soldiers are most likely to be
promoted into positions of leadership. Going AWOL, failing to learn required skills, and
failing to achieve a position of leadership all are signs of maladjustment to military life. It
is likely, therefore, that all share the same underlying causes, and that all can be
predicted by a knowledge of these causes.

METHOD

APPROACH

To determine whether factors can be used to predict which soldiers would go AWOL
during their military careers, information on each factor for each subject was obtained
prior to basic combat training. AWOL reports received during basic combat training and
during initial unit assignments allowed each subject to be classified later as being AWOL
or non-AWOL. The information describing AWOL soldiers was then compared to the
information describing non AWOL soldiers.

AWOL information during basic combat training was obtained from unit morning
reports; all men who were listed one or more times on morning reports as being AWOL
were classified as AWOL subjects. AWOL information during initial unit assignments was
obtained by inserting a suspense action in the Military Personnel Record Jacket for each



subject. Each subject's commander was asked to provide AWOL information on an
enclosed form 90 days after the subject was assigned to the Unit and return the form to
the Chief of the Armor Human Research Unit. (Appf ridix A contains the AWOL
information form.) The following information was requested:

(1) The organization to which the soldier was currently assigned.
(2) The date on which the assignment was made.
(3) Current pay grade.
(4) Current MOS.
(5) Current duty position title.
(6) Whether or not the soldier had his period of active duty extended by

reason of AWOL or other misconduct.
(7) The date, length, and cause of each extension.

In addition, the commander was asked to provide ratings of the degree to which the
subject had acquired a number of different military skills and to rate the subject's
leadership potential. These ratings were to be made by the officers or NCOs who
normally prepare and review evaluations of their men.

To determine how well each factor could predict which soldiers would go AWOL
during basic combat training, the subjects were classified as being either. AWOL or
Non-AWOL during basic training. The information pertaining to subjects who went
AWOL during basic combat training was then compared to the information pertaining to
subjects who did not go AWOL in order to discover whether there were differences
between the two groups on any of the factors.

To determine how the relationship between these factors and AWOL was affected
by the age of the subjects, three analyses were conducted on the data received during
basic combat training. The first analysis included data from all subjects regardless of their
age, the second included data only from 17- and 18 -year -old subjects, while the third
included data only from subjects 19 years of age and older.

Data received during initial duty assignments were analyzed only once, using the
entire sample for which AWOL data were available. The sample of AWOL subjects during
initial unit assignment was too small to allow it to be further divided into different age
groups.

The rating received by the subjects during initial duty assignments was correlated
with the values for each of the different factors to determine how well the different
factors could predict acquisition of military skills.

Subjects were divided into four groups on the basis of their ratings to determine
how well the different factors could predict ratings of leadership potential. Information
pertaining to subjects in the four groups was then compared to determine whether or not
there were significant differences among the four groups on any of these factors.

Information pertaining to personality, attitude toward the Army, and career orienta-
tion was obtained by administering tests and questionnaires to subjects before the start of
basic combat training. Information on other factors was obtained from personnel records.

SUBJECTS

The subjects for the study were 2,072 enlisted men assigned to basic training
companies at the United States Training Center, Armor.

During basic combat training, 60 of these men were reported by their units as
having been AWOL; the remaining 2,012 men were not reported as having been AWOL.
The 60 AWOL subjects included 24 men who were 17 or 18 years of age, and 36 men
Vio were 19 years old or older, The 2,012 Non-AWOL subjects included 537 men who
were 17 or 18 years of age, and 1,462 men who were 19 years of age or older (the



remaining 13 Non-AWOL .subjects could not be classified by age because f missi or
inaccurate data).

AWOL reports during initial unit assignments were received for only 338 of the
original sample of over 2,000 suidiers. Of this number, 31 were reported as having been
AWOL during initial unit assignment, and 269 were reported as not having been AWOL:
The remaining 38 reports were incorrectly completed and could not be used for the
analysis. AWOL reports were not received at all for the remaining 1,734 subjects.

MATERIALS

California Psychological Inventory'

Because the California Psychological inventory (CPI) had been found in precious
studies (8, 12, 13) to differentiate between delinquents and noncielinquents, the test was
chosen Co be included in the present study. The CPI appeared to be particularly
appropriate since it was initially developed for use with normal rather than abnormal
persons.

--The CPI contains a total of 480 items that together yield 18 scores representing
different aspects of social interaction. Since there was not sufficient time to administer
the entire inventory to the subjects, only five of the 18 scales were included.

To select the five scales, a group of experienced officers and noncommissioned
officers were given a description of each of the 18 traits measured by the inventory.
They were asked to select the five traits they considered the most important for
noncornmi sioned officers to possess. The five subscales, and their descriptions as pro-
vided in the CPI test manual (14) are listed:

(1) Dominance. Persons scoring high on the Dominance subscale were described
as "aggressive, confident, persistent, and planful; as being persuasive and
verbally fluent; -is self-reliant and independent; and as having leadership
potential and initiative."

(2) Responsibility. Persons scoring high on the Responsibility subscale were
described as being "planful, responsible, thorough, progressive, capable,
dignified, and independent; as being conscientious and dependable:,
resourceful and efficient; and as being alert to ethical and moral issues."
Socialization. Persons scoring high on the Socialization scale were described
as "serious, honest, industrious, modest, obliging, sincere, and steady; as
being conscientious and responsible; and as being self-denying and
conforming."

(4) COITIpl, Persons scoring high on the Communality scale were
described as "dependable, moderate, tactful, reliable, sincere, patient,
steady and realistic; as being honest and conscientious; and as having
common sense and good judgment."

(5) Achievement via Independence; Persons scoring high on the Achievement
via Independence scale were described as "mature, forceful, strong, domi-
nant, demanding, and foresighted; as being independent and self-reliant; and
as having superior intellectual ability and judgment."

The final version containing these five scales consisted of 185 items. Each item was
a statement with which the respondent indicated agreement or disagreement.

Reproduced by permission for research purposes only, Copyright 1943, renewed 1970 by the
University of Minnesota, Published by The Psychological Corporation New York, N.Y. All rights reserved.

Since there is evidence to indicate that item responses obtained to selected items isolated from the
context of a personality inventory may not be comparable to those obtained within the context, the results
of this research should not be considered applicable to the standardized complete form of the inventory.



TA-III Questionnaire

The TA-III 'is an attitude questionnaire developed by HumRRO Division No. 3 for
Woe- Unit TRANSITION. The first section consisted Df a list of 14 concepts, such as the
U.S. Army, Labor Unions, and Going to School. The subject was required to rate the
favorability of his feelings toward each of these concepts. Six concepts concerned the
military, and one point was given for each of these six concepts that was described
favorably.

The second section of the questionnaire consisted of 16 statements concerning- the
Army, such as "The Army makes a man of you" and "Most Army officers are well
qualified for their jobs." The subject responded to each statement by stating the degree
to which he agreed or disagreed with it. One point was given for each statement with
which he agreed when that item was favorable toward the Army. One point was also
given for each statement with which a subject disagreed when the item was unfavorable
toward the Army.

The third section consisted of three questions referring to adjustment to Army life
and to reenlistment intentions. These items were not scored.

The range of possible scores on the questionnaire was from 0 to,22, with high scores
indicating favorable attitudes toward the Army. The TA-III Questionnaire is given in
Appendix B.

Career Orientation

A measure of orientation toward an Army career was obtained from the last two
questions in Section 3 of the TA-III. These questions were concerned with the subject's
chances of reenlisting after his present tour of duty. Subjects who indicated on both
questions that they will almost certainly reenlist or will probably reenlist were given two
points. Subjects who indicated on one of the two questions that they would reenlist were
given one point. Subjects who did not indicate on either question that they would
reenlist were given 0 points. Thus, the higher the number of points received, the more a
subject was oriented toward the Army as a career.

Background Characteristics

The following information was obtained from military records:
(1) Race. Subjects were classified as either Black (Negro) or White (Caucasian).

There were too few subjects of other races to be included in the data
analysis.

(2) AE.
(3) Education. Information was obtained concerning the number of years each

subject went to school,
(4) Intelligence. The General Technical (GT) score served as a measure of

intelligence.
(5) Aptitude. The Mechanical Aptitude (MA) and Clerical Aptitude (Cl) scores

served as measures of personal aptitude.
(6) Component. Subjects were classified as either RA or US.
(7) Physical Status. Subjects with no ratings of "2" on their Physical Status

records were assigned a score of 0. Those with a single rating of "2" were
assigned a score of 1. Those with more than one rating of "2" were
assigned a score of 2. Thus, the higher the score, the lower the physical
status of the subject.



Military Skills Stale

A rating scale was devised to measure subjectively the capacity of each subject to
perform different skills judged to be important for success as an enlisted man. The eight
skills were adapted from the Army's Enlisted Efficiency Report:

(1) Knowledge of job.
(2) Performance of job.
(3) Adaptability on job.
(4) General responsibility.
(5) Personal relations skills.
(6) Leadership skills.
(7) Acceptance of authority.
(8) Achievement drive.

For each of these eight skills, a scale was provided on which it could be indicated
whether the subject was outstanding, above average, about average, low average, or
unsatisfactory. These ratings were to be made by the officers or NCOs who would
normally prepare and review such evaluations. (The Military Skills scale is contained in
Appendix C.)

To score the scale, values from 1 to 5 were given to each response. A subject was
Oven five points for each outstanding rating; four points for each above average rating;
three points for eaai about average rating; two points for each low average rating; and
one point for each unsatisfactory rating. These points were then summed for all eight
skills, to yield the Military- Skills score. The rang_ e of possible scores was from 8 to 40
points.

Leadership Potential Scale

To measure leadership potential, a scale was provided on which the rater could
indicate the highest grade at which he thought the man could function effectively. These
ratings ikere to be made by the same persons who made the Military Skills ratings. The
respondent was asked to rate the subject as capable of functioning as an officer, or to
select the grade of enlisted man, ranging from El to E9, at which the subject could
function effectively. Occasionally, respondents che,kal the officer category and also
specified an enlisted man's grade. Whenever this occurred, it was assumed that the soldier
could have performed at both levels, and was listed in the higher ranking category. (The
Leadership Potential scale is contained in Appendix D.)

Subjects were placed into one of four groups based upon their ratings: a rating from
El to E3, Group I; a rating from E4 to E6, Group II; a rating from E7 to E9, Group III;
a rating of officer or warrant officer, Group IV.

RESULTS

PREDICTION OF AWOL DURING BASIC COMBAT TRAINING

Personality

The mean scores for AWOL and Non-AWOL subjects on the five CPI scales are
contained in Table 1. The maan score for AWOL subjects was less than that received by
Non-AWOL subjects for each of the scales. To determine whether these differences were
statistically significant, a t-test was conducted between the two means for each trait: The
results of the tests showed that all of the differences were statistically significant,



Table 1

Mean California Psychological Inventory Scores for AWOL and
Non-AWOL Subjects During Basic Combat Training

Personality
Trait

AWOL
Subjects
IN-60)

Non-AWOL
Subjects

(N=2012)

Significance
Level

Dominance 20.0 22.7 289 .01

Responsibility 19.8 24.4 6.80 .01
Socialization 26.9 32.0 5.42 .01
Communality 21.5 23.1 1.96 .05
Achievement via

Independence 12.0 14.6 5.88 .05

Attitude Toward Army

The mean TA-IlI scores for the two groups show that there was little difference in
their attitudes toward the Army. Although the mean for the Non-AWOL subjects (14.8)
was slightly more favorable than the mean for the AWOL subjects (14.3), a t-test showed
that this difference was not statistically significant.

Career Orientation

The number of AWOL and Non-AWOL subjects having each Career Orientation score
is shown in Table 2. A chi-square test showed that AWOL and Non-AWOL subjects did
not differ significantly in their career orientation.

Table 2

Comparison Between AWOL and Non-AWOL
Subjects by Career Orientation Score During

Basic Combat Training

Career
Orientation

Score

Number of
AWOL

Subjects

Number of
Non-AWOL

Subjects

1

2

32 1,270

12 231

16 478

XC61 (dfm.2); NS

Background Characteristics

The mean age, education level, intelligence, and aptitude scores for AWOL and
Non-AWOL subjects are contained in Table 3. AWOL subjects were slightly younger than
Non-AWOL subjects, although a t4est showed that the difference was not statistically
significant. AWOL subjects had had almost two fewer years of education than Non-
AWOLs, and received lower mean General Technical, Mechanical Aptitude, and Clerical

In



Aptitude scores. The differences in education level, intelligence, lnd a titude were
statistically significant (p <.01).

Table 3

Mean Background Characteristics of AWOL and
Non-AWOL Subjects During Basic Combat Training

Background
Characteristic

AWOL
Subjects
(N=60)

Non -AWOL
Subjects
(N=1999)

Significance
Level

Age (years) 19.4 19.7 0.72 NS

Education (years 10.0 11.9 9.61 .01

General Technical Sore 935 104.8 5.92 .01

Mechanical Aptitude Sco.-q 98.3 104.6 2.84 .01

Clerical Aptitude Score 97.2 105.4 4.71 .01

The number of AWOL and Non-AWOL subjects are listed in Table 4 according to
race, military component, and physical status. A chi-square test showed that the propor-
tion of RA and US personnel differed significantly among the two groups. In the AWOL
sample, 70% of the subjects were RA personnel, while only 53% of the Non-AWOL
sample were RA personnel. AWOL and Non-AWOL subjects did not differ significantly in
either racial composition or physical status.

Table 4

Comparison Between AWOL and Non-AWOL Subjects on
Background Characteristics During Basic Combat Training

Background
.

Characteristic

Number of
AWOL

Subjects

Number of
NonAVVOL

Subjects
df Significance

Level

Race

White

Black

Component
RA
US

Physical Status

0
1

52

42
18

36
22

. 2

.1,828
162

1,066

938

1,286

635
70

1.44

5.96

0.61

1

1

2

NS

.05

NS

PREDICTION OF AWOL AMONG SOLDIERS 17 AND
18 YEARS OF AGE DURING BASIC COMBAT TRAINING

Personality

The mean scores for 17. and 18-year-old AWOL and Non-AWOL subjects on the five
CPI scales are contained in Table 5, Significant differences between t means for the
two groups were found on the Responsibility, Socialization, and Achievement via



Independence scales. For each of these traits, the mean score obtained by the AWOL
subjects was lower than the score obtained by the Non-AWOL subjects. The differences
between the means for the two groups on the Dominance and Communality scales were
not statistically significant.

Table 5

Mean California Psychological Inventory Scores for

17- and 18-Year-Old AWOL and Non-AWOL Subjects

During Basic Combat Training

Personality
Trait

AWOL
Subjects
(N=24)

Non-AWOL
Subjects
(N =532)

Significance
Level

Dominance 21.7 21.7 0.00 NS
Responsibility 18.5 22.0 3.33 .01

Socialization 25.2 28.4 2.82 .01
Communality 20.0 21.4 1.40 NS
Achievement via

Independence 11.6 13.5 2.24 .05

Attitude Toward Army

Among 17- and 18-year-old subjects, 'those in the AWOL group showed a slightly
less favorable attitude toward the Army (mean = 13.8) than those in the NonAWOL
group (mean = 15.6). However, a t-test showed that the difference between the means
was not statistically significant.

Career Orientation

The number of 17- and 18-year-old subjects in the AWOL and Non-AWOL groups
having each Career Orientation score is listed in Table 6. The subjects in the two groups
did not differ significantly in their career orientation.

Table 6

Comparison Between 17- and 18-Year-Old

AWOL and Non-AWOL Subjects By Career

Orientation Score During
Basic Combat Training

Career
Orientation

Score

Number of
AWOL

Subjects

Number of
Non-AWOL

Subjects

15

1 4

2 5

3.42 (df.2); NS

12

256

61

207



Background Characteristics

The mean age, education level, intelligence, and aptitude scores for 17- and 18-year-old AWOL and Non-AWOL subjects are contained in Table 7. Statistically significant
differences were found between the means for the two groups on all characteristics
except Mechanical Aptitude. The subjects in the AWOL group were found to be younger
than those in the non-AWOL group (p.01) and they had 0.8 year less education(p.05). Those in the AWOL group also were found to have lower mean General
Technical .01) and Clerical Aptitude scores (p.05).

Table 7

Mean Background Characteristics of 17- and 18-Year-Old
AWOL and Non-AWOL Subjects During

Basic Combat Training

Background
Characteristic

AWOL
Subjects
IN.24)

Nary AWOL
Subjects
N-5(37)

Significance
Level

Age (years) 17.3 17.5 3.14 .01
Education (years) 93 10.5 2.47 .05
General Technical Score 90.4 97.1 2.63 .01
Mechanical Aptitude Score 98.8 99.4 0.21 NS
Clerical Aptitude Score 95.7 101,2 2.22 .05

The number of 17- and 18-year-old AWOL and Non-AWOL subjects is listed inTable 8 according to race, component, and physical status. The two groups did not differ
significantly on any of these background characteristics.

Table 8

Comparison Between 17- and 18-Year-Old AWOL and
Non-AWOL Subjects on Background Characteristics

During Basic Combat Training

Background
Cho:.. cteristic

Number of
AWOL

Subjects

Number of
Non-AWOL

Subjects
of Significance

Level

Race

.White

Black
22 497

2 39

Component
RA 24 473
US 0 64

Physical Status
0
1

14 360
8 151 3.33 2 NS

3

0.04

2.16

1 NS

NS



PREDICTION OF AWOL AMONG SOLDIERS 19 YEARS OF AGE AND
OLDER DURING BASIC COMBAT TRAINING

Personality

The mean scores for 19-year-old and older AWOL and Non-AWOL subjects on the
five CPI scales are contained in Table 9. Significant differences (p.01) between the
means for the two groups were found on the Dominance, Responsibility, Socialization,
and Achievement via Independence scales. For each of these traits, the mean score for
the AWOL subjects was less than the mean score for the Non-AWOL subjects. While the
mean score for AWOL subjects was also lower than the mean score for non-AWOL
subjects on the Communality scale, the difference between the two groups was not
statistically significant:

Table 9

Mean California Psychological Inventory Scores for 19-Year-Old
and Older AWOL and Non -AWOL Subjects During

Basic Combat Training

Personality
Trait

AWOL
Subjects
IN 36-)

Non-AWOL
Subjects
(NN1457).

Significance
Level

Dominance 18.8 23.1 3.44 .01

Responsibility 20.6 25.3 5.31 .01

Socialization 28.0 33.4 3.94 .01

Communality 22.5 23.7 1.06 NS

Achievement via
Independence 12:2 15.2 5.26 .01

Attitude Toward Army

Among-the subjects who were 19 years of age and older, a significant difference on
the TA-HI Scale was not found between those in the AWOL group (mean = 14.7) and
those in the Non-AWOL group (mean e 14.4).

Career Orientation

The number of 19-year-old and older subjects in the AWOL and Non-AWOL groups
having each Career Orientation score is contained in Table 10. The subjects in the two
groups were found to differ significantly (p.05) in their career orientation. While 17 out
of 36 subjects (47%) in the AWOL group obtained a Career Orientation score of zero,
1,002 out of 1,432 subjects (70`x©) in the Non-AWOL group obtained this score.
Similarly, while 11 out of 36 subjects (31%) in the AWOL group obtained a maximum
score of 2 on the Career Orientation scale, only 266 out of 1,432 subjects (19 %) in the
Non-AWOL group obtained this score,

7A



Table 10

Comparison Between 19-Year-Old and
Older AWOL and Non-AWOL Subjects by

Career Orientation Score During
Basic Combat Training

Career
Orientation

Score

Number of
AWOL

Subjects

Number of
Non-AWOL

Subjects

1

2

17

8

11

1,002

164

266

=6.77 (df=2); p 0

Background Characteristics

The mean age, education level, intelligence, and aptitude scores for 19-year-old and
older subjects in the AWOL and Non-AWOL groups are contained in Table 11. Statisti-
cally significant differences (p.01) were found between the two groups on all back-
ground characteristics except age. Compared to subjects in the Non-AWOL group, thosein the AWOL group were found to have more than two years less education as well as
lower General Technical, Mechanical Aptitude, and Clerical Aptitude scores.

Table 11

Mean Background .Characteristics-of 19-Year-Old and Older .

AWOL and Non-AWOL Subjects During Basic Combat Training

Background
Characteristic

AWOL
Subjects
(N=36)

Non-AWOL
Subjects
(N=1462)

Significance
'.4Vel

Age (years) 20.9 20.5 0.63 NS
Education (years) 10.2 12.5 8.69 .01
General Technical Score 95.5 107.7 4.53 .01
Mechanical Aptitude Score 97.9 106.5 2.81 .01
Clerical Aptitude Score 98.3 106,9 3.66 .01

The number of 19-year-old and older AWOL and Non-AWOL subjects are listed inTable 12 according to race, component, and physical status. The two groups did not
differ significantly on any of these three background characteristics.



Table 12

Comparison Between 19-Year-OW and Older AWOL and
Non-AWOL Subjects on Background Characteristics

During Basic Combat Training

Beck roue d
Characteristic

Num Lier of
AWOL

Subjects

Number of
Non-AWOL

Subjects

x2 cif Significance
Level

Race
White
Black

Component
RA
US

Physical Status
0
1

2

30
6

18
18

22
14
0

1,331
123

588
873

926
474

57

2.04

1,01

1.87 2

NS

NS

NS

PREDICTION OF AWOL DURFNG INITIAL UNIT ASSIGNMENT

Personality

The mean scores for AWOL and Non-AWOL subjects on the five CPI scales are
contained in Table 13, The mean scores for AWOL subjects were lower than the mean
scores for Non-AWOL subjects on all five scales, Each of these differences was found to
be statistically significant.

Table 13

Mean California Psychological Inventory Scores for AWOL and
Non-AWOL Subjects During Initial Unit Assignment

Personality
Trait

AWOL
Subjects
(N=32)

Non-AWOL
Subjects
(269)

Significance
Level

Dominance 19.0 23.5 4.62 .01
Responsibility 20.6 25.5 5.54 .01
Socialization 28.6 33.0 - 3.73 .01
Communality 21.4 24.2 2.51 .05
Achievement via

Independence 12,8 15.4 3.31 .01

Attitude Toward Army
The mean TA-III scores for the two groups show that the AWOL subjects had

slightly more favorable attitudes toward the Army (mean = 16.3) than the Non-AWOL
subjects (mean = 14.9). The difference between the two means, however, was not=
statistically significant.



Career Orientation

The number of AWOL and Non-AWOL subjects having each C. ver Orientation
is contained in Table 14. A chi-square test showed that there were no differences
between the two groups in their career orientation.

Table 14

Comparison Between AWOL and Non-AWOL
Subjects by Career Orientation Score During

Initial Unit Assignment

Career
Orientation

Score

Number of
AVVOL

Subjects
1

Number of
Non-AWOL

Subjects

0 16 187

1 4 21

2 11 58

x2-4,48 (df-2); NS

Background Characteristics

The mean age, education level, intelligence, and aptitude scores for AWOL and
Non-AWOL subjects are contained in Table 15. AWOL subjects were found to be
significantly younger than Non-AWOL subjects (p.01) and to have significantly fewer
years of education (p.01). The General Technical, Mechanical Aptitude, and Clerical
Aptitude scores for AWOL subjects were also found to be significantly lower than those
for Non-AWOL subjects (p .01).

Table 15

Mean Background Characteristic Scores of AWOL and
Non-AWOL Subjects During Initial Unit Assignment

Background
Characteristic

AWOL
Subjects
(N=31)

Non-AWOL
Subjects
IN,267)

Significance
Level

Age (years) 18.2 20.1 637 .01
Education (years) 9.9 12.5 8.23 .01
General Technical Score 90.4 109.3 7.84 .01
Mechanical Aptitude Score 98.0 107.4 3.58 .01

Clerical Aptitude Score 96.2 108.2 4 $8 .01



The numbers of AWOL and Non-AWOL subjects are listed in Table 16 according to
race, component, and physical status. Chi-square tests showed that AWOL subjects did
not differ from Non-AWOL subjects in either racial composition or physical status. A
significant difference was found between the two groups, however, in the proportion of
RA and US personnel (p<,01). In the AWOL group, 24 out of 31 subjects (77%) were
RA personnel; in the Non-AWOL group, 133 out of 268 subjects (50%) were RA
oersonnel

Table 16

Comparison Between AWOL and Non-AWOL Subjects on
Background Characteristics During Initial Unit Assignment

Background
Characteristic

Number of
AWOL

Subjects

Number of
Non-AWOL

Subjects

z df Significance
Level

Race

White
Black

Component
RA
US

Physical Status
0
1

2

27

4

24
7

20
10

1

256

10

133

135

157

94

16

7.53

0.59

1

2

NS

.01

NS

PREDICTION OF MILITARY SKILLS RATINGS

To determine how well Military Skills ratings could be predicted from the different
factors, correlation coefficients were computed between each factor and the rating of
military skill. The ratings were available only during initial unit assignments. Only the
data from Non-AWOL subjects were used, since ratings of AWOL subjects could have
been biased by the company commander's knowledge that the subject was AWOL. Table
17 contains the correlation coefficients.

The correlation coefficients between the five CPI scales and Military Skills ratings
ranged from .13 to .31. Four of the personality traits correlated significantly with
Military Skills ratingsDominance (p<.01), Responsibility (p.01), Socialization (p<.05),
and Achievement via Independence (p<.05).

Neither the. TA-III scale nor the Career Orientation scale correlated significantly with
Military Skills ratings. However, a significant correlation was obtained between rating of
military skill and each background characteristic except physical status. The highest
correlation was obtained with education (r .40), while the correlations with General
Technical score (r .33), Mechanical Aptitude score (r a .35), and Clerical Aptitude score
(r = .35) were slightly smaller. Race (r = .15) and Component (r = .17) showed the
smallest correlations among those that were statistically significant.



Table 17

Correlation Coefficients Between Information Measures and
Military Skills Ratings

information
Measures

N
Correlation

oef f icient
Significance

Leitel

California Psychological Inventory
Scores

Dominance 269 .25 .01
Responsibility 269 .31 .01
Socialization 269 .16 .05
Communality 269 .13 NS
Achievement via

Independence 269 .17 .05

TA-III 265 .01 NS
Career Orientation 266 .02 NS
Background Characteristics

Age 267 .30 .01
Education 267 .40 .01

General Technical Score 267 .33 .01

Mechanical Aptitude Score 267 .35 .01
Clerical Aptitude Score 267 .36 .01
Race 266 .15 .05
Component 268 .17 .05
Physical Status 267 .00 NS

PREDICTION OF LEADERSHIP POTENTIAL RATINGS

The Leadership Potential ratings, like the Military Skills ratings, were available only
during initial unit assignments. As before, only ratings for Non-AWOL subjects were
analyzed in order to eliminate bias created by the knowledge that the subject was AWOL.

Subjects were classified into one of four groups on the basis of their ratings: Group
Iall Non-AWOL subjects who received a Leadership Potential rating of El, E2, or E3;
Group Non-AWOL subjects with a Leadership Potential rating of E4, E5, or E6;
Group Non-AWOL subjects with a Leadership Potential rating of E7, E8, or E9;
Group IVall Non-AWOL subjects with a Leadership Potential rating of officer or
warrant officer. Four subjects were classified in Group I, 124 in Group II, 49 in Group
HI, and 92 in Group IV.

Personality

The mean scores for the four groups on the five CPI scales are contained in Table
18. With only two exceptions, on each of the five traits the mean scores increased as the
Leadership Potential of the group increased. Thus, the means for Group II were higher
than the means for Group I, the means for Group III were higher than those for Group
II, and so forth. Exceptions from this pattern occurred on the Communality scale where
the mean for Group II (23.5) was slightly less than the mean for Group I (24.0), and on
the Achievement via Independence scale where the mean for Group II (14.4) was again
slightly less than the mean for Group I (14.5).



Table 18

Mean California Psychological Inventory Scores for
Subjects by Leadership Potential Group

Personality
Trait

Leadership Potential Group
ell Significance

Lave IdIV

Dominance 17.2 21.5 22.6 27.1 3,265 .01
Responsibility 21.2 23.7 25.3 28.2 3,265 .01
Socialization 27.0 31.7 32.6 35.3 3,265 .01
Communality 24.0 23.5 24.3 25.1 3,265 NS
Achievement via

Independence 14.5 14.4 15.4 16.9 3,265 .01

°Tested by analysis of variance.

An analysis of variance was conducted for each scale to compare the four means. A
significant difference (p<.01) between the means for the four groups was found on four
of the five scales. Only on the Communality scale were the means for the four groups
not significantly different.

To determine which Means were significantly different on each of the four scales on
which significant differences were obtained, t-tests were conducted between all pairs of
means. No significant differences were found between the means for Group I and those
for Groups II or III. However, the means for Group I were significantly lower than those
for Group IV on the Dominance (p<.01), Responsibility (p<.05), and Socialization
(p<.01) scales. No differences were found between the means obtained from Group II
and those from Group III. However, the means obtained from Group II were significantly
lower than those from Group IV on all five scales (p.01). Finally, the means obtained
from Group III were significantly ,)owes than those obtained from Group IV on the
Dominance (p<.01), Responsibility (p<.01), Socialization (p<.05), and Achievement via
Independence (p<.05) scales.

Attitude Toward Army

The mean TA-III scores for subjects in the four groups show that the subjects in
Group I had the most favorable attitude toward the Army (mean = 15.2), those in Group
III were intermediate (mean = 15.1), while those in Groups II (mean e 14.8) and IV
(mean 14.8) had the least favorable attitude. The analysis of variance conducted to
compare the difference between the means showed that the differences were not
statistically significant.

Career Orientation

The number of subjects in each group having each of the three Career Orientation
scores is contained in Table 19. A majority of the subjects in each group had a Career
Orientation score of 0, while the smallest number of subjects had a score of 1. A
chi-square test, however, showed that the proportion of subjects receiving each score in
the four groups did not differ significantly.



Table 19

Comparison Between Leadership Potential Groups
By Career Potential Score

Career
Orientation

Score

Number of Subjects

Group I Group II Group III Group IV

0 3 87 33 64
1 1 11 4 5

2 0 24 11 23

X 2 4.03 (df.6); NS

Background Characteristics

The mean age, education level, intelligence, and aptitude scores for the subjects in
each of the four groups are contained in Table 20. Subjects in each group were older, on
the average, than subjects in any of the groups receiving lower Leadership Potential
ratings. An analysis of variance showed that the difference in age between the groups was
statistically significant (p<.01). The difference between each pair of groups was shown by
t-tests to be statistically significant except for the difference in age between Groups II
and HI.

Table 20

Mean Background Characteristic Scores for
Subjects by Leadership Potential Group

Background
Characteristics

Leadership Potential Group

i i IV
df Significance

Leveia

Age (years) 18.2 19.6 19.9 21.1 3,263 .01
Education (years) 11.8 11.7 12.3 13.8 3,263 .01
General Technical Score 101.2 101.2 110.2 120.1 3,2F3 .01
Mechanical Aptitude Score 108.0 100.6 107.9 116.2 3,263 .01
Clerical Aptitude Score 103.0 101.2 109.4 117.3 3,263 .01

aTes ed by analysis of variance.

With one exception, subjects in each group had more years of education than
subjects. in groups receiving lower Leadership Potential ratings. The subjects in Group I
deviated from this pattern since they had slightly more years of education (11.8) than
subjects in Group. II (11.7 years). An analysis of variance showed that the difference in
education between the groups was statistically significant (p.01). The difference
between Group IV and each of the other three groups was shown by t-tests to be
statistically significant (p<.01). The difference between Group_ s II and III was also
statistically significant (p.05), although the differences between Group I and Groups II
and III were not significant.

With the exception of Group I, which had the same mean as Group II, subjects in
each group had higher GT scores, on the average, than subjects in groups receiving lower



Leadership Potential ratings. An analysis of variance showed that the difference in
intelligence hetween the groups was statistically significant (p<.01). The difference
between Group IV and each of the other three groups was shown by t-tests to he
statistically significant (p-C.01). The difference between Groups II and III was also
statistically significant (p<.01), although the differences between Group I and Groups II
and HI were not significant.

With the exception of Group I, which had a mean Mechanical Aptitude score that
was slightly greater than that received by Group II and Group HT, subjects in each group
had, on the average, higher Mechanical Aptitude scores than did subjects in groups having
lower Leadership Potential ratings. An analysis of variance showed that the difference in
Mechanical- Aptitude between the groups was statistically significant (p.01). The differ-
ences between Group IV and Groups H and III were found to be-statistically significant
(p.(.01). The difference between Groups II and HI was also statistically significant
(i.K.05), although Group I did not differ significantly from any of the other three
groups.

With the exception of Group I with a Clerical Aptitude score that was greater than
that for Group II, but less than that for Group III, subjects in each group had, on the
average, higher Clerical Aptitude scores than subjects in groups having lower Leadership
Potential ratings. An analysis of variance showed that the difference in Clerical Aptitude
between the groups was statistically significant (p.01). The difference between Group
TV and Groups I, II, and III was found to be statistically significant (p.01). The
difference between Groups II and HI was also significant (p.05), although the d ffer-
ences between Group I and Groups II and III were not significant..

The number of subjects in each group are listed in Table 21 according to race,
component, and physical status. A chi-square test showed that the groups did not differ
significantly on any of these three factors.

Table 21

Comparison Between Leadership Potential Groups by
Background Characteristics

Background
Characteristics

Number of
Subjects in

Group I

Number of
Subjects in
Group II

Number of
Subjects in
Group III

Number of
Subjects in

Group IV

'df Significance
Level

Race
White 117 45 91

Black 6 2 1
7.26 3 NS

Component
RA 65 23 42

2.05 3 NS
US 59 25 50

Physical Status
0 1 81 29 46

1 3 36 15 40 9.06 6 NS

2 6 4 6



DISCUSSION

A major purpose of the present study was to identify factors related to AWOL and
to confirm relationships previously identified in studies of delinquency. The results
showed that AWOL and Non-AWOL subjects differed on several of the factors studied.
The groups were found to differ on all five personality scales during both basic combat
training and initial unit assignment. Other factors on which they differed were years of
education, intelligence, mechanical aptitude, and clerical aptitude.

The success of the five CPI scales in differentiating between AWOL and Non-AWOL
subjects was especially important, since the scales were selected by military personnel
with little or no previous training in psychological testing. Had these scales been selected
by trained experts who were aware of the causes of military delinquency, perhaps even
greater differences could have been found between the groups.

During both basic combat training and initial unit assignment, significant differences
were 'obtained between AWOL and Non-AWOL subjects on all five CPI scales. The two
groups were found to differ on only three of these scales when only the data for 17- and
18-year-old subjects were considered, and on four scales when only the data from
19-year-old and older subjects were considered. For the 17- and 18-year-old subjects, the
groups differed only on the Responsibility, Socialization, and Achievement via Independ-
ence scales. For the subjects who were 19 years of age or older, the groups differed on
the Dominance, Responsibility, Socialization, and Achievement via Independence scales.
On the Communality scale, the mean score for AWOL subjects was lower than the mean
for Non-AWOL subjects even though the difference was not statistically significant. This
suggests that the failure to find a significant difference in Communality for 17- and
18-year-old soldiers was possibly due to the reduced size of the sample. There was no
difference at all in the mean Dominance score obtained from 17- and 18-year-old AWOL
and Non-AWOL subjects, suggesting that Dominance was not a relevant factor in soldiers
of this age.

AWOL and Non-AWOL soldiers did not differ in their attitudes toward the Army. It
was expected that AWOL soldiers would have had more negative attitudes toward the
Army than Non-AWOL soldiers; however, no differences were found in- the attitudes of
the two groups either during basic combat training or during initial unit assignment. Since
it is normally assumed that attitudes play a major role in determining behavior, these
results are somewhat surprising. They suggest that further examination should be given to
the relationship between attitudes and behavior among soldiers. One possible explanation
for the failure to find a relationship between delinquent behavior and attitude toward the
Army is that the other factors causing soldiers to go AWOL, or keeping them from going
AWOL, were even more important than attitudes.

Although no relationship was found between attitudes and AWOL in the present
study, attitudes may have a stronger effect on other forms of behavior in the Army. The
results of a recent HumRRO study (15) show that attitude toward the Army is related to
a tank commander's intention to reenlist in the Army. Tank commanders who decided to
reenlist were found_ to have more favorable attitudes toward the Army than those who
decided not to reenlist.

In studies conducted by HumRRO on the effects of the Army's VOLAR
experiment' , questionnaires were administered to 47,886 men during Basic Combat
Training or Advanced Individual Training. Data were analyzed by comparing the AWOL
rates of men having different personal characteristics. Among the items on the question-
naire were a number of attitude statements, and AWOL rates were computed for men
having different attitudes toward the Army. The results obtained during Basic Combat

These were studies of attitudes and absenteeism during the BOT -AIT cycle at Forts Ord and Jackson.



Training showed the relationship between attitudes and AWOL rate to be co-mplex. _.

attitudes toward the Army became more positive, the AWOL rate declined, but only to (I
certain point; beyond that, as attitudes became more favorable, the AWOL rate increased.
On the other hand, the AWOL rate continued to decrease steadily during Advanced
Individual Training as attitudes became more favorable.

The discrepancy between the results of the present study and those of the VOLAR
studies could possibly be accounted for bi the difference between the methods used in
the two investigations. During the present study, the mean attitude score for AWOL
subjects was compared to the mean score for Non-AWOL subjects. In the VOLAR
studies, AWOL rates were compared for soldiers having different attitude scores. The
results of the VOLAR studies show that there is a nonlinear relationship between
attitudes and AWOL rate. That is, the AWOL rate was found to be higher for subjects
having extreme positive and negative attitudes toward the Army than for subjects having
intermediate attitudes. When the attitudes of AWOL and Non-AWOL subjects are com-
pared, the extreme attitude scores obtained from subjects in the AWOL group would be
expected to show the same mean as the scores obtained from subjects in the Non-AWOL
group. However, the variance of the attitude scores for AWOL subjects would be
expected to he greater than the variance of the scores for Non-AWOL subjects. An F-test
comparing the variance of the scores for AWOL subjects during Basic Combat Training
(23.4) with the variance of the scores for Non-AWOL subjects (21.7) showed, however,
that the variances were not significantly different. Thus, the differences in the results of
the two investigations cannot be accounted for on the basis of the difference between the
two methods of analysis.

Career Orientation was found to be related to AWOL for soldiers 19 years of age or
older, but not for 17- and 18-year-old soldiers. Using the entire sample, AWOL and
Non-AWOL subjects did not differ in their career orientations either during basic combat
training or during initial unit assignments. A significant difference in career orientation
was found between AWOL and Non-AWOL soldiers during basic combat training, but
only for soldiers 19 years of age or older. Apparently, older soldiers who plan to rn..ke
the Army their career are more likely to go AWOL during basic combat training than
soldiers of the same age who do not want to make the Army their career. The reason
why this relationship between career orientation and AWOL was found only for soldiers
19 years of age or older cannot be determined from the data. However, these findings
suggest that, in some circumstances, career orientation could be used to predict which
soldiers will go AWOL. Whether or not 19-year-old and older soldiers who plan a career
in the Army are also more likely to go AWOL during initial unit training cannot be
determined because the sample of soldiers who went AWOL during initial unit assign-
ments is too small to be analyzed by age. Further research on this question is warranted
by the nature of the data obtained in the present study.

Age was another factor that gave inconsistent results. No -difference was found in
the average age of AWOL and Non-AWOL soldiers using the entire sample during basic
combat training. A significant difference in age between AWOL and Non-AWOL subjects
was found during. basic combat training for soldiers who were 17 and 18 years of age,
but not between those who were 19 years-of age or older. Thus, it appears that soldiers
who enter the Army immediately after their 17th birthday are more likely to go AWOL
than soldiers entering at other ages. Perhaps the 17-year-old who enters the Army just
after his birthday does so to escape the problems of civilian life. His inability to handle
these problems in civilian life may further prevent him from handling corresponding
problems in military life. It appears from this research that the AWOL rate can be
reduced by not accepting recruits at their 17th birthday. However, this solution may not
work if it merely causes a slight delay in enlistment; if these same men enter the Army
-just a few months later, they may still be unable to handle the problems they
will face in the Army.



During initial duty assignment, AWOL and Non-AWOL soldiers were again found to
differ in age. At this Lime of service, however, AWOL is not limited to the extremely
young soldier. The average age of the AWOL soldier during initial unit assignment was
18.2 years; this was still two years younger than the average age of the Non-AWOL
soldier. Thus, it appears that the very youngest soldiers are most likely to go AWOL
during basic combat training when supervision is greatest. When supervision is reduced,
however, the range of young soldiers likely to go AWOL becomes greater. Therefore, age
can be used as a factor to predict which soldiers will go AWOL, but only if time of
service is taken into account simultaneously.

In the VOLAR studies, significant differences were found between the AWOL rates
of soldiers of various ages during training. Soldiers 17 years of age or younger had the
highest AWOL rate. The AWOL rate decreased with age until ages 22 and 23, but then
increased for soldiers 24 years of age or older. In the present study, significant difference
was found during basic combat training between the mean ages of AWOL and Non-
AWOL soldiers who were 17 and 18 years of age, but not for soldiers-older than 18.
These results could be accounted for by the results of the VOLAR studies. Since the
AWOL rate was found in the latter to decrease between the ages of 17 and 18, a
significant difference in the average age would be expected between AWOL and Non-
AWOL soldiers in this age group. However, since the AWOL rate increases for soldiers
over 23 years of age, the AWOL rate would be highest for the youngest and oldest
soldiers in the age group 19 years and older, and lowest for those intermediate in age.
When the average age of AWOL and Non-AWOL soldiers is compared, a significant
difference could not then be expected, However, the variance of ages for AWOL subjects
would be expected to be larger than the variance for Non-AWOL subjects, An F-test
showed that the variance of AWOL subjects (11.21) was significantly greater (p.01)
than the variance of Non-AWOL subjects (2.86), supporting this explanation of the
difference between the results of the two studies:

Clear and consistent relationships were found between years of education and
AWOL. During both basic combat training and initial unit assignment, soldiers who went
AWOL were found to have fewer years of education than soldiers who did not go AWOL.
A similar finding was obtained during the VOLAR studies in which the AWOL rate was
found to decrease beginning at the seventh year of school,

Equally clear and consistent relationships were found between intelligence and
AWOL. During both basic combat training and initial duty assignment, soldiers who were
AWOL were less intelligent than soldiers who did not go AWOL. Similar findings were
obtained using the two aptitude scales. Soldiers who went AWOL during basic combat
training or during initial_ unit assignment had less mechanical aptitude and clerical
aptitude than soldiers who did not go AWOL. These relationships were found for both
the younger and older subjects for clerical aptitude, but only for the older subjects for
mechanical aptitude.

No statistically significant differences were found in the proportions of Negroes and
Whites among AWOL and Non-AWOL soldiers. Thus, the data suggest that race may not
be an important factor in causing a soldier to go AWOL. However, during the VOLAR
studies, statistically significant differences were found in the AWOL rates of Negro and
White soldiers; an AWOL rate of 3.23 was found for White soldiers compared to a rate
of 5.11 for Negro soldiers. In the present ESPRIT study, the AWOL rate during training
was 2.8 for White soldiers compared to a rate of 4.7 for Negro soldiers. Thus, the rates
and the differences between them, determined in the two studies are quite similar. It is
possible that the statistical significance of the results obtained in the VOLAR studies was
due either to the larger sample size in VOLAR or to a difference in the methods used in
analysis of the data.

A tendency was found for RA personnel to go AWOL more than US personnel.
During both basic combat training and initial duty assignment, a greater proportion of



R_A were found in the AWOL sample than in the Non-AWOL 31e. This suggests that
the AWOL rate may continue to increase once the draft is terminated. The present
sample of RA personnel includes not only men who want, to make the Army their career.
but men who volunteered for duty only because they would have been drafted if they
did not enlist. Thus, many of the RA soldiers in the sample were more like US soldiers
than RA soldiers. Similar results were obtained during the VOLAR studies.

Physical status, the remaining factor that was explored, was found to be unrelated
to AWOL:

The results of this study suggest that personality scales may be very effective in
predicting which soldiers will go AWOL. 'Fo determine whether or not AWOL and
Non AWOL soldiers differ on the remaining scales of the CP1 or on other personality
tests requires additional research. However, the consistent differences between AWOLs
and Non-AWOLs in the present study suggest that personality may be an especially
important factor in determining who will go AWOL.

One reason for dividing the sample of subjects from basic combat training into
different age groups was to determine whether the same factors are related to AWOL at
different ages. Generally, it appears that the factors that cause younger soldiers to go
AWOL are the same as those that cause older soldiers to go AWOL. Slight differences
were found in the personality scales that differentiated between AWOLs and Non-AWOLs
in the two age groups, In addition, career orientation appeared to be an important factor
only for older subjects, but no important differences were fotind among the other factors
that differentiated between AWOL and Non-AWOL soldiers (except age itself).

The fact that soldiers who recently became 17 years of age were particularly likely
to go AWOL suggests that soldiers of this age should be studied more carefully. It is
unlikely that age itself caused these men to go AWOL more often than men who were
only slightly older. Whether their high AWOL rate was due to inability to handle personal
problems, immaturity, or some other factor cannot be determined from the data. This
problem also deserves closer examination.

The use of suspense actions to obtain AWOL information during initial duty
assignment was generally very unsuccessful. AWOL reports were received for only 16% of
the initial sample of basic trainees, and many of these were unusable. Since there was no
way of determining whether these 16 %© differed systematically from the remaining 84`x©, it
is possible that the subjects in the sample are not representative of all soldiers in their
initial duty assignments. For example, there could have been a greater chance that the
suspense action for AWOLs would have been noticed more often than for Non-AWOLs.
Any factor that could cause the suspense action of one type of soldier to be noticed
more often than the suspense action for another type of soldier could have caused the
sample to differ in some important respect from other soldiers in their initial duty
assignment_ It is suggested, therefore, that other methods be developed to obtain AWOL
data during this period of service. One such method is being assessed in the HumRRO
study testing the effectiveness of multiple discriminant function analysis as a method for
predicting AWOL.

Another purpose of the present study was to determine whether the same factors
that could be used to predict AWOL could also be used to predict military skills ratings
and leadership potential ratings. The results show that the factors related to AWOL are,
in fact, related to both military skills and leadership potential ratings. Age, education,
intelligence, and aptitude were related to all three forms of adjustment to the Army.
Personality was also related to the three forms of adjustment. Attitude toward the Army,
race, and physical status were unrelated to any of these three forms of adjustment.
Military component seemed somewhat related to AWOL and military skills, but not to
leadership potential.



One weakness in the present study occurred as a result of using ratings to measure
military skills and leadership potential: Normally_ , objective measures should be used
wherever possible to help ensure that the data will be reliable and valid. Subjective _ratings
of the sort used in this study often are made less accurate by the inability of the rater to
assess the person being judged, or by biases in the rater that could affect his judgments.
This problem is further compounded in the present study by the lack of control in
selecting the personnel who make the ratings. While the instructions requested that the
ratings be made by officers or NCOs who normally prepare and review evaluation ratings,
there was no assurance that the rater complied with this request. It is, therefore,
important to consider these data as being tentative in nature. Before they can be
accepted with assurance, new data will be required in which information on military skills
and leadership potential is obtained in a more controlled and objective manner.

In summary, several factors have been found to be related to AWOL, military skills,
and leadership potential, while several other factors were found to be unrelated. The
importance of personality as a factor in predicting AWOL confirms Datel's (8) earlier
finding that the AWOL soldiers could be differentiated from Non-AWOL soldiers by using
the Socialization scale of the CPI. The results also confirm findings from the U.S. Naval
Retraining Command (3, 4, 5, 6, 7) that personality items can differentiate between
delinquents and nondelinquents. Similarly, the findings pertaining to age and education
confirm the results obtained earlier by the Navy (9, 10) concerning factors related to
delinquency. The results also confirm the results of studies on civilians (12, 1.3) that
showed a relationship between the CPI and delinquency. If multiple discriminant function
analysis is found to be an effective technique for combining this type of information for
predicting AWOL, the reamining step will be to identify additional factors and to
combine them using the statistical technique.



LITERATURE CITED
AND

APPENDICES



LITERATURE CITED

1. "Military Discipline: Ebbing Morale of Men at tear," Congr
Report, vol. XXX, ho. 8, 1972, pp. 391-395.

2. Larson, Emile E. and Kristiansen, Donald M. Prediction of Disciplinary Off
in Army Service, Technical Report No. 210, Army Behavioral Science Resc
Laboratory, Arlington, Virginia, April 1969.

3. Hanley, Charles. An Inventory of Personal Opinions, Technical Report 1, U
Retraining Command, San Diego, California, August 1954.

4. Ives, Virginia and Grant, Marguerite Q. Initial Steps in the Measurement of
personal Maturity, Technical Report 6, U.S Naval Retraining Command, SE
California, November 1956_
Ives, Virginia, Grant, Marguerite Q., and Ballard, Kelley B. Inter= personal V
Related to Recidivism in Military Delinquency, Technical Report 8, U.S. N:
Retraining Command, San Diego, California, December 1957.

6. Gunderson, E.K., Ballard, Kelley B., and Huge, P.S. The Relationship of De
Potential Scale Scores of Naval Recruits to Later Military Performance, Tec-
Report 9, U.S. Naval Retraining Command, San Diego, California, July 195

7. Gunderson, E.K. and Ballard, Kelley B. Discriminant Analysis of Variables 1
to Non-Conformity in Naval Recruits, Technical Report 11, U.S. Naval Reti
Command, San Diego, August 1959.
Datel, William E. "Socialization Scale Norms on Military Samples," Military
vol. 127, 1962, pp. 740-744.

9. Berry, Newell H. and Nelson, Paul D. Many Are Called, Report 66-14, U.S.
Neuropsychiatric Research Unit, San Diego, California, August 1966.

10. Stouffer, A., Jr., and Otness, H. Robert. "100 Civilian Delinquents in the
Journal of Clinical Psychopathology, vol. 47, 1946, pp. 251-270.

11. Osburn, Hobart G., Brown. Charles, Chreitzberg, Janice, Hield, Wayne, Seide
and Watson, Donald. A Preliminary Investigation of Delinquency in the Arm
Technical Report 5, April 1954.

12 Gough, H.G. and Peterson, D.R. "The Identification and Measurement of Pr
tional Factors in Crime and Delinquency," Journal of Consulting Psychology
1952, pp. 207-212.
Peterson, D.R., Quay, H.C., and Anderson, A.C. "Extending the Construct N.
of a Socialization Scale," Journal of Consulting Psychology, vol. 23, 1959, p

14. Gough, H.G. Manual for the California Psychological Inventory, Consulting
Psychologist Press, Palo Alto, California., 1960.
Drucker, Eugene H. and Schwartz, Shepard. Reenlistment Intentions of Tanti
Commanders, HumRRO Technical Report 72-17, May 1972.



Appendix A

AWOL INFORMATION FORM

HumRRO TRANS. FORM I-1

THIS FORM IS TO BE COMPLETED ONLY IF THE MAN NAMED BELOW IS ON
ACTIVE DUTY STATUS ON THE SUSPENSE DATE SPECIFIED BELOW.

Name SSN Suspense Date
1. Please provide the following information about the above named soldier:

a. To what organization is he currently assigned7
b. On what date was he assigned?
c. What is his current pay grade? ; his MOS? ; his duty position

title?
d. Has his period of committed active duty ever been extended by reason of AWOL

or other misconduct? . Yes No
e. If the response to the preceding question was "Yes," please give date, length and

cause of each extension.
Date Length Cause

2. With reference to the EM named please complete the HumRRO Career-Potential
Rating. Report, which appears on the back page of this Form. The individual. officers
or NCO's who would normally prepare and review the evaluation ratings of this man,
should be employed for this purpose.
Forward completed forms to Chief

US Army Armor Human Research Unit
ATTN: ES-74
Fort Knox, Kentucky 40121

4. When this suspense action has been completed, the Notice of Suspense Action, the
letter to the Commanding Officer of the EM named, and the HumRRO Form that
is not applicable to the man, will be removed from the Record Jacket and destroyed.



Name

HumRRO Division No. 2

Appendix B

TA-III QUESTIONNAIRE

Rank Serial N

Section I

October, 1969
Form TA -III, 74-1

We 'would like to know how generally favorable or unfavorable you feel about the
different things listed at the bottom of this pagethat is, how much you like or dislike
each thing. You may not know much of anything about some of the things isted, so you
may have to depend on things you have heard from,other people, or even on hunches.
Show how you feel about each thing by putting one of the numbers from 1 to 7 in front
of it.

Here is what your numbers should mean:

1. Feel extremely favorable.
2. Feel quite favorable.
3. Feel slightly favorable.
4. Feel neither favorable nor unfavorable.
5. Feel slightly unfavorable.
6. Feel quite unfavorable.
7. Feel extremely unfavorable.

(a) The U.S. Army h. Teachers
b. Labor unions Life as a civilian

(c) Most Army sergeants
1. The U.S. Air Force

d. Going to school k. Night clubs
(e) Life as a soldier Most Army officers
f. Managers, bosses The police

(g) Army rules and regulations n. Hunting, fishing

Section H

In this section there are a number of statements about the Army. Read each state-
ment and decide how much you agree or disagree with it Then check the answer which
is closest to the way you feel.

1. The Army makes a man of you.

Agree completely.
Agree moderately.
Agree slightly. ,

Disagree slightly.
Disagree moderately



2. Most Army officers are well qualified forfcrr their jobs.

(1) Agree completely.
(2) Agree moderately_ .

(3) Agree slightly.
(4) Disagree slightly.
(5) Disagree moderately.
(6) Disagree completely.

The Array does everything possible to put men in the jobs for which they ! best
suited.

(1) Agree completely.
(2) Agree moderately.
(3) Agree slightly.
(4) Disagree slightly.
(5) Disagree moderately.
(6) Disagree completely.

4. The Army is run as efficiently

(1) Agree completely.
(2) Agree moderately.
(3) Agree slightly.
(4) Disagree slightly.
(5) Disagree moderately.
(6) Disagree completely.

as No large civilian organizations

5. Most Army NCOs are willing to go through anything they ask their men to go
through.

(1) Agree completely.
(2) Agree moderately.
(3) Agree slightly.
(4) Disagree slightly.
(5) Disagree moderately.
(6)_Disagree completely.

6. In the Army, nobody seems to "give a damn" about anything.

(1 Agree completely.
(2) Agree moderately.
(3 )_Agree slightly.
(4) Disagree slightly.
(5) Disagree moderately.
(6)1' Disagree completely.

The Army is not interested in the welfare of individual soldier,

(1) Agree completely.
(2) Agree moderately.
(3)__ Agree slightly.
(4)_ Disagree slightly.
(5) Disagree moderately.
(6) Disagree completely.



Army officers are generally understanding of the needs and problems of their me
(1) Agree completely.
(2) Agree moderately.
(3) Agree slightly.
(4) Disagree slightly.
(5) Disagree moderately.
(6) Disagree completely.

9. The discipline you get in the Army is good for you.

(1) Agree completely.
(2) Agree moderately.
(3) Agree slightly.
(4) Disagree slightly.
(5) Disagree moderately.
(6) Disagree completely.

10. Whatever job you get in the Army, you can be sure that you will be well "ned
when you start performing your duties.

(1) Agree completely.
(2) Agree moderately.
(3) Agree slightly.
(4) Disagree slightly.
(5) Disagree moderately.
(6) Disagree completely.

11. The Army encourages men with ability and initiative.
(1) Agree completely.
(2) _Agree moderately.
(3) Agree slightly.
(4) Disagree slightly.
(5) Disagree moderately.
(6) Disagree completely.

12. Army officers are generally as well qualified as men who have civilian jobs with the
same amount of responsibility.

(1) Agree completely.
(2) Agree moderately.
(3) Agree slightly.
(4) Disagree slightly.
(5) Disagree moderately.
(6) Disagree completely.

13. Army NCOs are generally as well qualified as men who have civilian jobs with the
same amount of responsibility.

(1) Agree completely.
(2) __Agree moderately.
(3) Agree slightly.
(4) _Disagree slightly.
(5) Disagree moderately.



14. As long as you "keep your nose clean," you'll get ahead in the Army just as fast
whether you really work hard or not.

(1) Agree completely.
(2) Agree moderately.
(3) Agree slightly.
(4) Disagree slightly.
(5) Disagree moderately.
(6) Disagree completely.

15. Most Army NCOs really understand how to get the best out of their men.

(1) Agree completely.
(2) Agree moderately.
(3) Agree slightly.
(4) Disagree slightly.
(5) Disagree moderately.
(6) Disagree completely.

16. Most Army NCOs are well qualified for their Jobs.

(1) Agree completely.
(2) Agree moderately.
(3) Agree slightly.
(4) Disagree slightly.
(5) Disagree moderately.
(6) Disagree completely.

Section III

1. How hard has it been for you getting used to Army life and discipline?

(1) Very hard.
(2) Fairly hard.
(3) Neither hard nor easy.
(4) Fairly easy.
(5) Very easy.

2. Right now, what do you think the chances are that you will reenlist in the Army
after your present tour of duty?
(1) _Will definitely not reenlist.
(2) Will probably not reenlist.
(3) Might reenlist.
(4) _Will probably reenlist.
(5) Will almost certainly reenlist.

If things work out for you in the Army, what are the chances that you will
reenlist when your present tour is finished?

(1) I will almost certainly reenlist.
(2) =I will probably reenlist.
(3) There is a good chance that I will re
(4) I will probably not reenlist.
(5) I will definitely not reenlist.



Appendix C

MALI ARY SKILLS SCALE

HumRRO CAREER-POTENTIAL RATING REPORT (EM)

THE INFORMATION REQUESTED BELOW IS FOR RESEARCH PURPOSES ONLY,
AND WILL IN NO WPY BE MADE A PART OF THE

PERMANENT RECORD OF THE EM NAMED.

Please rate the EM named on each of the following characteristics:

a. Knowledge of his Job
b. Performance of his Job
c, Adaptability on his Job
d. General Responsibility
e. Personal Relations Skills
f. Leadership Skills
g. AecePtance of Authority
h. Achievement Drive

Out Above About Low Unsatis-
Standing Average Average Average factory



Appendix D

LEADERSHIP POTENTIAL RATING SCALE

Please indicate below the highest grade at which you think this man could function effec-
tively if he were to continue in an Army career. In giving your answer, please disregard
the man's present career intentions, the likelihood that he will remain in the Army, or
the availability of promotions.

a. I believe this man has officer or warrant officer potential
b. I believe this man has the potential to perform effectively at the level of:

El E2 ES

E4 E5 E6

E7 ES E9
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